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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Amendment 

1 . Applicant's amendment filed on October 7, 2004 has been entered. Claims 52- 
69 have been amended. No claims have been cancelled. No claims have been added. 
Claims 1-71 are still pending in this application, with claims 1, 26, 51, 62, 70 and 71 
being independent. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

2. Claim 7 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite 
for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant 
regards as the invention. 

3. Claim 7 recites the limitation "said callee" in line 5. There is insufficient 
antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

4. The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can 
be found in a prior Office action. 

5. Claims 1-2, 4-8, 10, 13, 16, 19, 22, 24-27, 29-33, 35, 38, 41, 44, 47, 49-50, 51- 
52, 54-59, 62-66 and 68-71 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
Catron et al. (US 5,018,191). 

As for claims 1, Catron et al. disclose a method for determining a call backup (or 
automatic transfer of fax calls)(See Col. 2, lines 14-19), comprising: detecting a context 
(or "recognizing fax calls by a special prefix or an indicator in a data message")(See 
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Col. 3, lines 21-23) for a call from a caller (of fax caller) to an intended callee (or called 
party)(See Col.2, lines 21-34); and automatically selecting at least one backup party 
from among a plurality of backup parties (or alternative destinations) to said intended 
party according to said context for said call (See Col. 6, lines 45-60 and Col. 10, lines 1- 
2). 

As for claim 2, Catron et al. discloses receiving a request for a selection of at 
least one backup party (See Col. 7, lines 21-25). Regarding claim 19, the recited 
"leaving a message" reads on Catron's caller choosing to store and forward the sent fax 
message. 

As for claim 4, the recited "...service executing outside a trusted telephone 
network handling that call" reads on, for example Fig. 1 , it can be appreciated that 
element 102 and 104 are part of separate LECs and the fax call has to go through an 
intermediate switch in order for the communication to be completed (i.e. "outside a 
trusted telephone network"). 

As for claim 5, Catron et al. discloses automatically facilitating forwarding said 
call to said at least one backup party (See Col. 6, lines 54-56). 

As for claim 6, Catron et al. discloses responsive to detecting said intended 
callee as unavailable (or busy), automatically facilitating transfer of said call from said 
intended callee to said at least one backup party (See Col. 7, lines 38-42). 

As for claim 7, the recited limitation reads on Catron's et al. function of 
automatically storing and forwarding a fax call made to a mixed line based on a ring-no- 
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answer (or "not detecting said callee at said at least one line number")(See Col. 2, lines 
17-19). 

As for claim 8, the recited limitations read on the functions performed by Catron 
et al. in Fig, 3, element 252, the claimed "plurality of backup parties" read on element 
273 of the afomentioned figure, the "filtering said plurality.of backup parties..." reads on 
the fact that Catron's system looks for a match among the called number and the 
information on the database (See also, Col. 6, lines 2-60). 

As for claim 10, the recited limitation is disclosed by Catron's system in Col. 6, 
lines 46-61. 

As for claim 1 3, the recited "type of device utilized by said caller" reads on the 
use of "originating facsimile machine 101/102". 

As for claim 22, the limitation "said intended callee is an individual different from 
a line subscriber..." may be read for example on a communication forwarded from an 
unanswered elderly person telephone number to the telephone of a relative or close . 
neighbor. Such features are well know in the art (See, for example, Harlow et al. US 
5,206,901). 

Claim 24 reads, for example, on the information stored in database 250 (See Fig. 
3) regarding fax call handling to a certain called party (or "a profile for said intended 
callee"). 

Claim 25 reads, for example, on the fax call being processed based on the ANI of 
the called party (or "identity of said intended callee"). 
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Regarding claim 16, the Examiner takes Official Notice that the use of a "voice 
messaging service" being used as a backup party is well-known in the art; and may 
read for example on a secretary forwarding a call to his or her boss' voice mail after 
determining that his or her boss is not available. 

Claim 26 and 51 are rejected for the same reasons as claim., the recited "context 
inference server" is disclose by Catron in Fig. 1, elements 156 and 250. 

Claims 27, 29-33, 35, 38, 41 , 44, 47 and 49-50 are rejected for the same reasons 
as claims 2, 4-8, 10, 13, 16, 19, 22 and 24-25, respectively. 

Claims 52, 54-58 and 59-61 are rejected for the same reasons as claims 2, 4-8 
and 19-21 respectively. 

Claims 62, 66 and 68-69 are rejected for the same reasons as claims 7, 16 and 
4-5, respectively. 

Claim 70 is rejected for the same reasons as claim 5. 

Claim 71 is rejected for the same reasons as claim 25, the recited "switch" reads 
on "local exchange switch 170". 

In regards to claims 63-65, the recited "request for a line number [and/or] an 
intended callee", reads, for example on a calling party dialing the number of the person 
to which the fax -disclosed by Catron et al.- is to be sent. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

6. The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can 
be found in a prior Office action. 
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7. Claims 3, 9, 1 1 -1 2, 1 4-1 5, 1 7, 28, 34, 36-37, 39-40, 42 and 67 are rejected under 
35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Catron et al. (US 5,018,191). 

As for the recited limitation of claim 3, it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill that a fax call to element 104, disclosed by Catron and performed within 
the "local exchange switch 170" may have detect a context for said fax call... within a 
trusted telephone network handling said call" (or a fax call, for example, within the same 
office). 

Regarding the recited limitation of claim 9, Catron teaches shielding fax 
machines from receiving excessive junk fax messages. Based on Catron et al. 
teachings, it would have been obvious to one or ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention that fax calls not deemed "junk fax messages" (i.e. "subject matter") would be 
handled to a specified backup party when necessary (See Col. 6, lines 59-60). 

Regarding the claimed limitation of claim 11, Catron teaches handling of fax calls 
according to time of the day or day of the week (See Col. 6, lines 46-61 ); it would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention that 
scheduling the fax calls completions around a certain time of day or day of week may be 
used to handle calls during, for example, meetings or holidays (i.e. "event"). 
Additionally, a fax message may be scheduled to be sent during off-peak hours to save 
on long distance charges. 

As for claim 12, the limitation specifying "location of said caller" can be read on 
well-known features in which a call is forwarded or transferred to another party based 
on the calling AN I or ALI information. 
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As for claim 14, the recited "individual" may be read on the "customer who is 
served by facsimile machine 104", taught by Catron in Col. 4, lines 1-4. 

Regarding claim 15, "facsimile machines" are apparatuses mainly used in the 
business sector, thus it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art that 
the recited backup party would have been a "business entity". Further, as for claim 17, 
it is well known in the art that facsimile machines are used for sending and receiving 
text and/or graphics over a telephone line, therefore a fax machine may be considered 
a "text messaging service". 

Claims 28, 34, 36-37, 39-40 and 42 are rejected for the same reasons as claims 
3, 9, 11-12, 14-15 and 17, respectively. 

Claim 67 is rejected for the same reasons as claim 17. 

8. Claim 18 and 43 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Catron et al. (US 5,018,191) in view of Kung et al. (US 6,373,817). 

As for claims 18, Kung et al. teaches a "chase-me system" in which a call 
message may be routed by the user predetermining a prescribed date and time, an event 
and a schedule, data rate, and alternative network locations and terminal configurations 
(See Abstract and Description, Col. 10, lines 55-63, Col. 13, lines 7-13, Col. 30, lines 52- 
59, Col. 35, line 19- Col. 36, line 4). 

As taught by Kung et al., the user has an ability to "leave a message or type-in a 
chat note". It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art that in order to 
send the "type-in chat note" to the backup party, the system will know what kind of device 
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the calling party is utilizing. The "instant messaging service" limitation may be read on the 
"type-in chat note" too. 

Claim 43 is rejected for the same reasons as claim 1 8. 

9. Claims 20-21 and 45-46 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Catron et al. (US 5,018,191) in view of Slusky (US 5,487,111). 

As for claims 20-21 , Slusky teaches the manner in which the billing for the 
service is to be performed (i.e. sharing payment for telephone service costs for said call 
between said intended callee and said at least one backup party , and transferring a 
payment from said intended callee to said at least one backup party ) (See Description, 
Col. 7, lines 59-64 and Fig. 5, Steps 528-530). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill to modify Catron's system as 
per the teachings of Slusky regarding billing of services and thus in this manner allowed 
the called party (or "intended callee") to reduce costs, for example, when an unsolicited 
fax message is sent to the called party. 

Claims 45-46 are rejected for the same reasons as claims 20-21 . 

10. Claim 23 and 48 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Catron et al. (US 5,018,191) Hou et al. (EP 0585004). 

Hou et al. discloses a system in which a subscriber may place a call to a 
particular location (e.g. home) based on the use of a voice identified label (i.e. context ) 
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that is associated with subscriber's telephone number (i.e. detecting a context for a call 
from a caller to an intended callee )(See Description, Col. 4, lines 6-25). 

As for claims 23 and 48, the limitation "said intended callee is a line subscriber..." 
reads into the process of "callin[ing] Dad" as disclosed by Hou et al. 

Response to Arguments 

1 1 . Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1 -71 have been considered but are 
moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Conclusion 

12. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

Koohgoli et al. (US 6,091,968) teaches a call switching system based on type of 

call. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Marie C. Ubiles whose telephone number is (571)272- 
7491 . The examiner can normally be reached on 9am-6pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Ahmad Matar can be reached on (571 ) 272-7488. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-21 7-91 97 (toll-free). 

Marie C. Ubiles 
March 18, 2005. 
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